Schools across the United States have redoubled their efforts to improve student achievement and meet the goals established by the No Child Left Behind Act, namely the provision that students and schools make adequate yearly progress. At the secondary school level, teachers and administrators have focused on ensuring that students can read and that they understand what they read. Unfortunately, less attention has been focused on providing students time to read and ensuring that they do read. Given the increased pressure for student performance, teachers and administrators question the use of every instructional minute and wonder if providing students with time to read is a wise investment. The purpose of this article is to examine the journey an urban high school took as the teachers and administrators struggled with the question of time-specifically time devoted to free voluntary reading. Starting with a single comment made by a student, which led to committee work and significant policy changes, the chronology of resuscitating free voluntary reading is explored.
The beginnings of change-A student comment
Sometimes a student asks a question or makes a comment that triggers significant policy change.
This is one such case. Miana (all student names are pseudonyms) stopped her English teacher from the previous year in the hall one afternoon. She had recently had her schedule changed and was in a different fourth-period class. This meant that her 20-minute Sustained Silent Reading (SSR) period was also with a different teacher. She told her English teacher that her new fourth-period teacher started class instead of letting them read. She continued, "My mom doesn't let me just read at home. I can do my math homework or write my essays, but she yells at me if I'm just reading. She wants me to watch my brothers and sisters or clean the house. The only time that I ever got to read was during 4-R [the SSR period]. Now that's taken away from me." Miana made several important observations that day. For one, she noticed that not all teachers were implementing SSR. She also noted the importance of reading time-time that is especially valuable for students in urban schools who may not have a place or the resources to read texts of their choice outside of school. Little did she know that her strategic comment would trigger a renewed focus on SSR and generate discussion schoolwide.
Support for independent reading time
Free Voluntary Reading, Sustained Silent Reading (SSR), Drop Everything And Read (DEAR), and Independent Reading have been recommended as ways to engage students in reading on their own (e.g., Jensen & Jensen, 2002; Wiesendanger & Birlem, 1984; Worthy, Turner, & Moorman, 1998) . While there are distinctions among each of these methods, all of them involve students selecting texts and reading during school. Researchers and teachers have argued that scheduling specific time for students to read can increase reading skills and have a positive impact on students' attitudes toward reading (Akmal, 2002; Dwyer & Reed, 1989) . Perhaps the staunchest supporter of independent reading time is Krashen (1993) , who maintained that free voluntary reading is the most effective tool available for increasing a child's ability to read, write, spell, and comprehend.
In terms of students' perspectives, Ivey and Broaddus (2001) noted that independent reading time was important for middle school students. In fact, 63% of the 1,765 middle school students they surveyed indicated that independent reading time was their favorite activity in class. The value of free voluntary reading time has been noted in other studies as well (e.g., Stewart, Paradis, Ross, & Lewis, 1996) . This evidence led Ivey (2002) to make three recommendations for content area teachers: Collect real books and other contentrich materials, read aloud to students, and provide time for independent reading. However, the National Reading Panel (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000) could not document the effectiveness of independent reading time and thus concluded, "It would be difficult to interpret this collection of studies [the 14 that met their inclusion criteria] as representing clear evidence that encouraging students to read more actually improves reading achievement" (p. 3-26) . Thus school teams are left with a dilemma-should instructional time be devoted to free voluntary reading programs such as SSR or DEAR? Teachers and administrators in urban schools are even more plagued by this question as they are often aware of a significant number of students who cannot read at home because they do not have access to books or the environment is not conducive to reading. The remainder of this article focuses on the discussions, deliberations, and changes implemented in a high school determined to make a difference in student achievement.
Hoover High School educates just over 2,200 students. Of these students, 75% are English-language learners. Approximately 99% of the student population qualifies for free lunch, a widely accepted measure of poverty. In terms of ethnicity, 54% of the student population is Latino, 21% is African or African American, 20% is Asian or Filipino, and 4% is white. In 1999, Hoover achievement data placed it as the lowest performing school in the county and one of the lowest performing schools in the state. As of 2003, Hoover was no longer the lowest performing high school and ranked around the middle in terms of achievement for high schools in the city (see Fisher, Frey, & Williams, in press ).
Of the 120 teachers who work at Hoover, 95% have a current teaching credential, 70% have a graduate degree, and 45% are members of traditionally underrepresented groups. The average teacher at Hoover has been teaching 9.5 years with a range from 1 to 37 years.
In terms of literacy initiatives, Hoover implemented a literacy plan that included a schoolwide focus on specific strategies (see Fisher, 2001 ). Since 1999, Hoover teachers have participated in monthly professional development events focused on incorporating specific content reading strategies into their instructional repertoires, including read-alouds, anticipatory activities, note-taking, graphic organizers, and writing Setting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school to learn (for more information see . In addition, the school has a full-time peer coach (paid for with Title I funds) who provides in-class support for teachers wanting to improve their practices. The peer coach provides demonstration lessons, organizes professional development sessions, and engages in reflective conversations about literacy instruction with teachers. The school also has a full-time literacy administrator (paid for with a combination of Title I and 21st Century Learning Community after-school program funds). One of the literacy administrator's primary responsibilities is the implementation of the literacy plan.
The data for this article come from a larger study of school change at Hoover. This study can best be described as an action research program evaluation. Action research provides the researcher an opportunity to ask questions, collect data, implement change, ask new questions, collect new data, make further changes, and so on (Stringer, 1999) . It is also a program evaluation in the sense that decisions about a specific program (SSR time) were being made. Using an action research model for the program evaluation for the present study allowed me to collect both quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 1998) . The data collected for the present study included classroom observations, surveys, interviews, and field notes from staff development sessions and faculty meetings, as well as a member check in which individuals from the school read, reviewed, and commented upon the manuscript prior to its submission. The cycle of action research, as will be described, required different sets of data at different points in time. When specific questions arose, data were used or collected to inform discussions.
My role at Hoover is multifaceted, ranging from teacher to student teacher supervisor to mentor teacher to professional development coordinator. My colleagues and I regularly collect classroom observational data and field notes. In addition, teachers regularly participate in focus groups and individual interviews with me. I have a monthly opportunity to interview the site administrator regarding school change and student achievement.
Was Miana right?
Miana's former English teacher raised the questions she asked during the department meeting the week following their conversation. The English teachers couldn't believe it. As one of the senior members of the department said, "Of course it can't be true-we've been doing SSR for over 10 years; teachers are having students read during that time." Other members of the department weren't so sure. They proposed analyzing how many students were reading during the SSR period and presenting this information to the whole faculty for discussion. At Hoover, the fourth-period class time was extended by 20 minutes. This first 20 minutes was to be used for SSR schoolwide. As a result, each of the other classes was shortened. At least one member of the English department commented that it might be time to analyze the SSR period and give all the teachers the minutes back and drop the reading period all together.
As a result of this conversation, a data collection plan was developed and implemented. Using the data sheet found in Figure 1 , I collected data from 20 randomly selected classrooms, one classroom per day. Upon entering the classroom, four students were randomly selected for observation for the 20-minute period, each student being observed for 5 minutes. The data collected were based on the work of Von Sprecken and Krashen (1998) , namely that if students are holding a book, the observer assesses if the student is reading with a surrogate measure of page turning and eye movement.
The data from these 20 classrooms were analyzed, and Miana was right. The SSR period was not systematically being used for reading. In fact, the data suggested that fewer than 720 of the 2,200 students were reading during SSR. We extrapolated this number because just over 400 juniors and seniors left during or after lunch because they did not have a fourth-period class (and thus no SSR time), and less than 40% of the students were reading during my classroom observations. This class period was used for extra time in the content area (e.g., a chemistry teacher started his class upon students entering the room), for homework completion (e.g., a social studies teacher allowed students to work on their homework for the class or any other classes the student had), or for free time (e.g., an electives teacher read her e-mail while the class talked quietly).
Should it stay or should it go?
The data were presented to the school's literacy committee. Clearly the schoolwide literacy plan was not being fully implemented. While there was evidence that content area teachers were using consistent literacy instructional strategies and that students were improving in their literacy achievement (see Fisher, 2001 ), students were not being given time to read.
The literacy committee decided to collect additional information and present it to the whole faculty. One of the data points the committee wanted was the impact that independent reading had on achievement. A literature review was inconclusive, so the committee members decided to examine the Gates-MacGinitie scores from the previous school year to determine if there was any evidence that reading time mattered. The Gates-MacGinitie reading assessment
Setting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school is given to all 9th, 10th, and 11th graders during the first three weeks of the school year and again during the final month of the school year. The data are used to determine overall progress in reading achievement as well as to determine what percentage of Hoover students make at least one year of growth in reading during a school year. Eight 9th-grade teachers were identified-four who were "high implementers" of SSR and four who rarely or never allowed students to read during that time. The Gates-MacGinitie scores were compared from September for these two groups, and there were no significant differences. When the May data were compared, the students who were provided time to read independently on a daily basis had statistically higher reading scores by .6 of a year (t = 8.83, p < .001). Thus the data from a quasi-experimental retrospective study suggested that independent reading time mattered, at least for students in this urban school.
F i g u r e 1 S S R o b s e r v a t i o n l o g
The committee members were convinced that reading time was useful and turned their attention to resuscitating the initiative at the school. Again, the committee turned to the professional literature for assistance. A search of ERIC revealed a paucity of information on how to implement a schoolwide SSR or independent reading program. While several articles focused on various aspects of SSR, DEAR, free voluntary reading, or independent reading (e.g., Yoon, 2002) , none provided guidance to a high school staff wanting to implement a schoolwide initiative.
The literacy committee also acknowledged the difficulty in creating school change. As Fullan (1993) noted, "we have an educational system which is fundamentally conservative" (p. 3). He suggested that when school change is attempted in most situations, "it results in defensiveness, superficiality or at best short-lived pockets of success" (p. 3). The members of the literacy committee acknowledged and accepted this challenge.
Believing that the independent reading time was important, but unsure how to implement it schoolwide other than through scheduling 20 minutes daily, the committee presented their recommendations during a faculty meeting. The faculty meeting raised more questions than were answered. During this time, the principal announced that a new task force would be formed on SSR and that the task force would present at the following staff development meeting. At Hoover, all teachers attend a monthly 90-minute professional development seminar during their preparation period. Thus the staff development sessions are smaller (25% of the faculty is on preparation each of the four periods) and can be more focused.
At that faculty meeting, the principal also suggested that the teachers consider a new standard for Hoover students. He noted that every content area had standards and that the whole school was committed to increasing reading achievement. He proposed the establishment of the "opportunity to read" standard and suggested that we hold ourselves accountable for meeting that standard.
Gaining schoolwide support
Empowered by the administrator, the newly elected SSR committee went to work. The committee represented each department on campus as well as nonteaching staff and students. The members realized that they needed to present the importance of the SSR initiative to the faculty and ensure that students had time to read each day. They decided to invite students to the preparation period staff development meetings and asked students to provide testimonials during the session so that all teachers would understand the importance of this time. A total of 26 students shared their views with teachers. Miana was one of the students who shared her thoughts during the staff development session. Jordi was another. During one session, Jordi said, "Man, it's like the best. It's the quiet time in my life-I can read because the teacher tells me to. Everybody's reading. I can't really take a book and read after school 'cause of my friends, you know. This is it for me. I read Seabiscuit (Hillenbrand, 2001) because [the librarian] told me about it-you all should read that, that book was tight."
Teachers were touched by the student presentations and the information presented by the SSR committee. At the end of each preparation period staff development session, teachers are asked to respond to a writing prompt. The prompt for the day was "What will you do to ensure that Hoover students meet the 'opportunity to read' standard?" An analysis of the written responses suggested a new commitment to implement the SSR plan as developed years before. These data suggested that the committee was successful in changing attitudes toward SSR, but not the implementation of SSR. Only a few weeks following the staff development session, during the next whole-faculty meeting, teachers were talking about the "lack of control" during the SSR period and how "students didn't bring books to read during SSR." The support for SSR was waning.
About that time, each of the SSR committee members was given a copy of The SSR Handbook by Janice Pilgreen (2000) . Pilgreen identified eight factors for successful implementation of a schoolwide SSR program (see Figure 2 for definitions). The committee read and discussed the book and realized that simply scheduling the time for SSR and creating a positive attitude among teachers and some students was not sufficient.
In an attempt to develop an action plan and prioritize implementation, the committee used the eight factors identified by Pilgreen (2000) to create a staff survey. On each of the eight items, Setting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school
F i g u r e 2 E i g h t f a c t o r s o f S S R s u c c e s s
1. Access. This principle deals with getting reading materials into the hands of students, which Pilgreen (2000) saw as the responsibility of the teachers and the schools. This involves more than simply telling students they must bring something to read. 2. Appeal. This factor deals with student interests, the variety and range of materials we offer to our students, and, yes, even making sure that the materials we offer are "classroom appropriate." 3. Environment. This has to do with physical comfort, alternatives to the traditional classroom setting, and the possibilities of reading as a social, interactive activity for those students for whom reading in silence is not conducive to the freedom associated with SSR. 4. Encouragement. This includes modeling, discussions, postreading opportunities for sharing, and enlisting parent support and involvement. 5. Staff training. Providing training in SSR, answering organizational and how-to questions, and encouraging all teachers to provide a specific set daily time for SSR are discussed. 6. Nonaccountability. While students are not required to complete the usual types of formal assessment, such as book reports or tests of content knowledge, SSR practices do provide for informal accountability through opportunities for sharing in discussion, writing, or other formats. 7. Follow-up activities. SSR, according to Pilgreen, needs to provide ways for students to "sustain their excitement about the books they have read" (p. 16). Activities and shared experiences are very effective in encouraging further voluntary reading. 8. Distributed time to read. Habits-including the habit of reading-are formed through sustained efforts over time. Occasional lengthy periods of time set aside for free reading are not as powerful as shorter periods of 15 to 20 minutes at least twice a week. teachers were asked to rate the school using a Likert-type scale from 1 (terrible) to 5 (we're good at this!
). An open-ended question that read, "What one thing should we do to resuscitate SSR at Hoover?" was added to the end of the survey. The survey was distributed at the monthly staff development session, and thus 98% of the teachers completed the survey.
The results, found in Table 1 , were used to guide professional development activities and spending decisions. It was clear that the SSR committee needed to provide additional professional development sessions on the logistics of implementing an SSR program. It was even more important for the committee to focus on follow-up activities and access to books. Given the other priorities at the school, the SSR committee could not have the whole 90 minutes of staff development time. To address this, the committee enlisted the help of the video production class. Student groups were charged with making "commercials" about specific aspects of SSR that could premiere during the regular staff development sessions and then be used on the closed-circuit TV during announcements.
One of the first commercials produced by the video production class was titled "Shhhhh!" With very few words, the students used video footage of their peers reading to convey the message that the SSR time should be quiet and focused. They used the soundtrack from an Austin Powers movie for the song "shh" in which one of the characters, Scott, is shushed repeatedly. In another commercial, students were shown selecting books. In one brief scene, an "actor" starts reading the first page of a book. When he comes to the fifth word he doesn't know, he puts the book back on the shelf and says, "Man, that one is too much for me." The end of this particular commercial reminds students that they can bring books, magazines, and newspapers from home to read. These commercials were a powerful force in creating and maintaining schoolwide support for the SSR period. As a social studies teacher noted, "Those commercials really get us going. I hear all kinds of talk, among students and among teachers, after each new commercial airs. The commercials kind of remind us about the importance of SSR and our agreement to meet the new standard." However, two significant issues remained.
Putting your money where your mouth is
By all accounts, SSR was supported by the majority of teachers at Hoover. However, the concern remained that there were not enough books in the classrooms and that when a student didn't have a book, problems arose. Remember that every Setting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school From the state improvement grant, teachers were each provided with US$800 (or a total of US$96,000) to purchase books for their classrooms. The only stipulation for this money was that books (not classroom supplies) be purchased. While each teacher was provided with a list of recommended books, a review of the receipts suggests that teachers spent a significant amount of their allotted money on narrative texts, which is consistent with the findings of Ivey and Broaddus (2001) . The following year, teachers were given an additional US$500 to spend on their classroom libraries (or a total of US$60,000). A review of these receipts indicates a balance between narrative and expository texts. Table 2 contains titles that were commonly purchased by the teachers. It is also important to note that the school purchased over 80 magazine subscriptions and has over 100 newspapers delivered per day. The plan is to continue this level of funding for the foreseeable future. As one of the teachers noted, "I lost a few books this year, but how exciting to think that students are keeping the books or giving books they like to their friends and family!" She noted that one of her books was gone for four months when a student "sheepishly returned it saying that everyone in the family had finally read it."
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In addition to teachers purchasing books with state grant funds, the SSR committee organized a book drive and encouraged donations of books and magazines. Donations were received from local libraries, teachers' home collections, friends of teachers, and community members. In addition, members of the SSR committee routinely scoured used bookstores for books (they were reimbursed for these costs from the state grant). As a result of the number of books collected, the committee established a book room in which all of the extra books could be stored. Teachers were routinely invited to stop by the book room and take a handful of books to add to their classroom libraries.
It is interesting that teachers gathered so many books over the years they did not have enough shelf space. As a result, there were a number of requests approved to purchase bookshelves from the state improvement grant funds. During a classroom walk-through and observation, I noticed a number of students in woodshop building shelves. When asked about this, the woodshop teacher replied, "I think they can make some good money selling shelving to teachers here. There's also a great subtext-the message in this classroom now is that we should build things to hold our very, very important books. I guess it's just my way of helping out the SSR plan."
Even though teachers had more books in their classrooms, they realized that some students "couldn't find anything to read" or could become disruptive to other students during the SSR period. To combat this problem and ensure that SSR did not become a time in which referrals to the administrators were used, the SSR committee created an invitation form. Teachers could complete the form, noting that a specific student needed additional support during SSR. The teacher could invite someone specific into the class to talk with the student about book selections, engagement during the reading period, attitudes toward reading, or general behavior. This invitation procedure was an important management tool, as the recommended practice for operating SSR programs involves the teacher reading on a regular basis (Pilgreen, 2000; Von Sprecken & Krashen, 1998) . Invitations are regularly sent to the librarian, the principal and vice principals, the reading specialists, and the peer coach.
Setting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school Note. the books are listed according to the number of copies purchased.
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Changing policy
The second year of resuscitation of the SSR program focused less on what individual teachers were doing and more on the structures that needed to be in place to ensure the long-term success of SSR. The SSR committee made two recommendations to the site governance team (sitebased management group) during the last meeting of the school year for possible implementation the following year.
First, the committee requested that every adult at the school read in a classroom, if at all possible, during the SSR period. In other words, the committee wanted the counselors, administrators, clerical staff, supervision aideseveryone-to read during SSR. The committee explained that students should see everyone in the school community reading and the extra adults in classrooms could help with engagement. This recommendation was adopted and implemented. During a construction contract negotiation, the principal informed the company that its workers would have to read, and not drill or hammer, during the 20-minute SSR period.
Along those same lines, the SSR committee requested that administrators regularly visit classrooms to read. They asked the administrators not to schedule their time in specific classrooms but to show up in a rather random fashion to ensure that everyone at Hoover had students reading during the SSR period. This level of accountability was believed to be an important component of the success of SSR. A group of teachers asked for this type of accountability and wanted some guarantee that everyone was being held responsible for ensuring that students had an opportunity to read.
The second policy the committee members recommended for approval was a change in the SSR time. They noted that too many juniors and seniors left after lunch and did not engage in regular, self-selected reading. They requested that the SSR period move from fourth to third so that everyone could read. Again, the governance team approved the change in the bell schedule.
Status check
Following the significant investment in the SSR initiative at Hoover over two years, the literacy committee decided to evaluate the success of the effort by reobserving a randomly selected group of students. Using the same procedures, I observed 20 randomly selected classrooms. Again, four students from each of these classrooms were observed. The data from this round suggested that 88% of the students were reading. In other words, 1,936 students were engaged in independent reading on a daily basis, compared with 720 just two years before. While the committee members would like 100% of the students to read on a daily basis, they acknowledged the work of Von Sprecken and Krashen (1998) and understand that different students do not read on different days and that the reading time must become intrinsically rewarding.
We also completed a follow-up survey evaluating the eight factors of successful SSR programs outlined by Pilgreen (2000) . The two-year initiative resulted in positive changes in each of the areas assessed except nonaccountability (see Table 1 ). Once the faculty at Hoover learned about nonaccountability, they rated themselves and the school much harder. When follow-up conversations were held regarding nonaccountability, teachers indicated that they were uncomfortable not assigning grades or book reports or somehow making students document their reading. In other words, they wanted to find ways to monitor and check. As one of the teachers said, "Nonaccountability is definitely the most difficult concept for me to grasp in terms of SSR. As a teacher, I'm accountable for everything-standards, state tests, student attendanceeverything. For SSR, this nonaccountability is a different idea and I'm not sure how I will know if my students are reading. I see them reading and they seem to like it, but how do I know what they are getting out of it?"
The issue of nonaccountability remains a significant discussion point. To address this, the SSR committee planned a series of video commerSetting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school cials and staff development sessions on follow-up activities. One of the video commercials featured several ways that students can engage in follow-up activities, including book talks in which students advocate reading a particular book, sharing their favorite parts of books with the whole class, making rap songs about their books, creating posters advertising specific books, and holding partner conversations about their books during the last few minutes of SSR. The hope is that by focusing on the types of things a teacher can do to encourage follow-up conversations and activities, fewer teachers will focus on accountability and grading concerns relative to SSR time.
Lessons learned
Empowerment and student voices. The schoolwide focus on SSR, while continuing the professional development initiative on strategic teaching and learning, standards-based reform, and meeting the state accountability targets, was the direct result of student concerns. During the renewed emphasis on SSR, students and teachers were involved as partners in the process. Student voices were critical in creating widespread support for continuing the SSR time at Hoover. Without those student voices and pleas for reading time, the stand-alone and distributed nature of independent reading at Hoover may have been discontinued. It seems reasonable to suggest that students must be engaged in schoolwide initiatives if they are to take hold and be successful. As one of the English teachers commented, "Miana's relationship with her teacher empowered her to speak out and change something at our school." Schoolwide initiatives take time and support. Schoolwide initiatives, while popular in the reform literature, are difficult to accomplish. The realities of the school system and the various teacher personalities confound even the most enthusiastic supporters. Consistent with Fullan (1993) , the Hoover experience suggests that schoolwide initiatives require significant investment in terms of time. Committees need time to meet and develop recommendations, and teachers need time to discuss the plans. However, that is only part of the answer. All the time in the world may not result in significant changes if the administrative team fails to assume the leadership of the initiative. In the case of Hoover, the principal stepped in, created a committee, empowered the committee to make recommendations, and then held the teachers accountable for the decisions reached by the governance team. As an art teacher commented, "When we're all on the same page, it's so much better. I know that I'm not the only one providing reading time-we all are." The administrator's role. Along those lines, it is important to note the role of the administrators maintaining change. The literacy administrator (in this case, an assistant principal) and school administrators are in an awkward position in implementing reform and schoolwide initiatives. At Hoover, two different groups (the literacy committee and the SSR committee) made recommendations regarding SSR. In addition, the school governance team supported the recommendations that came from the SSR committee and the school provided a significant amount of professional development regarding SSR. While these are critical roles the administrator can play, the real test came when the administrative team members, by their presence in classrooms, ensured that students were given reading time. In addition, the principal, through his comments during staff meetings and inservice sessions, made the expectation clear-students should be given time and opportunity to read every day at Hoover.
Use data. In a large part, the success of the Hoover SSR program came from the systematic collection and analysis of information, which is termed action research by many (e.g., Sagor, 2000) . School teams can collect data, analyze that data, make decisions, implement those decisions, and then start the cycle again. This is essentially what happened at Hoover. The work started with one piece of anecdotal data-a student comment. This triggered a more systematic data-collection effort and the subsequent actions. The initiative Setting the "opportunity to read" standard: Resuscitating the SSR program in an urban high school did not stop there. Additional data were collected and evaluated. From that second round, new policies and procedures were enacted, and the cycle continues. As the chair of the SSR committee commented, "Who knew! Without the data, we wouldn't have known what to do. We learned that SSR is effective when done well, and we created a way to make sure that it was being done well."
The eight factors matter. Having something to compare with was an important step in the development of a sophisticated change at Hoover. Prior to the acknowledgment of the factors related to successful implementation of SSR programs, the committees at Hoover were stuck. The committee members knew that they needed to have a specific time each day for students to read and that teachers needed to read with students. However, teachers were not provided with professional development regarding the implementation of SSR nor with funds to purchase books for their classroom libraries. Using the eight factors that Pilgreen (2000) identified gave the teachers a "gold standard" on which to evaluate themselves. These eight factors also guided the professional development provided to all teachers. As a science teacher commented, "I knew we had reading time in the schedule, but I never knew what to do with it. The first SSR inservice really focused me and let me know what I needed to do to help our kids."
What made the difference?
This article has provided a case study of one urban high school's effort to establish a new standard-the opportunity to read standard. It also provided information on the ways in which teachers and students worked together to change educational policies at a large school over several years. We also know that the achievement changes at Hoover have been significant. However, the question often asked is "Which initiative made the difference?" Was it the schoolwide implementation of content reading strategies? What about the block schedule, or perhaps the SSR program? What has been the impact of Hoover becoming a professional development school? The answer is somewhere in there, yet it remains elusive. Perhaps, as a peer coach and mentor teacher noted, "It isn't enough to build literacy skills if students aren't provided the opportunity to use those skills." By that, he meant that students need the opportunity to read books of their own choosing and they need time to do so. He also meant that simply reading without intentional instruction in reading is unlikely to change the literacy development trajectory of adolescents who have historically struggled to read.
